
The following are the preliminary comments of the Natural Resources Def~ns, Cotmeil
(NRDC) on CALFED’s document entitled "IMvelopin$ a Draft Preferred Program
Alternative." This document, dated August 5, I gOg wal made available to N’RZ~ on
AtIg~t 7, with a comment de, adline of August 1 I, giving u~ only two working days to
review, analyze and comment on this critical docurr~m, We strenuously object to this
tmrealistie timeline and urge CALFED to allow additional review time on this document
and sub.quaint dmRs ofthls dooument~ as well as all futur~ CALFED work
b~fom, l~oliey d~cisiom a~e mad= on their eontent.

We b~ll~,ve that CALFED’s confound focus on selecting a dear pre-fermd a~mmalave by the
~d of 1998 is cr ,~ng a freazi~l pace that could undermine ~e program’s er~ibiliry bofla ¯
by providing inadequate time for stakeholder review and i,.put, as well as by ¢mcouragiag
CALFED to make d~cision~ prematurdy, without adequW.~ tbundation to =sure s~und
choices. These dangers are clearly evident in the current draft, which contaim many
proposals that m’~ not yet ripe tbr ineJusion in the CALFED pr~f~rr~l alt~a-miw, in part
because the analyses to show whether the proposed actions a~e necessary or ev~ betmficial
have not yet been complemd.

NRDC hns sm’ious concerns about tl~ baseline irtforrnation und~lying ~e CA~FI~D
pmferr~l alt¢rnativ~. R.~cent a~alysis fry theCalift~mia Re,~rch ~lurt~=-has confirrn~d
th.at much of tl~ CAL~__L) analysis has been based on obsolem data regarding statewide
dcmmad Eor water. P~lyh~ on fl~L~ d~ta results ht it:ac~v.r~t~ =sti~mttm ~tbout tim n~od for
wat,r deliveries, and the corresponding impacts on the environme.m, and potential need for
new wat~ facilities. To propose a preferred alternative prior to addressing these b~tseline
i~ml~ will result in poor policy choice.s and fatally flawed .uvironmental documentation.
Further comment on thes~ baseline issues will be submitted under separam cover by

~ Statmaeat of Dennis O’Connor, A~sisratt D~ector, California Res, areh Bureau, California Stare Library.
~t~ m S,nate Select Committt~ on CALFED. August 5, 1908.
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Plum~ Dedsion-Makine vs. Sta~ed Implementation
.The preferred ahemative document appear~ to depart from the earlier cormept
decision-making" in favor ofa"staged implementation" approach. Phased decision~making
is consistent with positions advocar, exl by the Environmental Water Caucus tn its criteria
letter of September 1997 and subsequent communications, and is; we believe, the only
justifiable path for CALFED to follow in lildat of the remaini~ informational ~aps in the
CALleD analyses and the long-term studies currently underway to ill!
urge CALFED to return to the phased decision-malting approach, and to deter expenditure
of funds on program element~ that have not yet been selected tbr inclusion in the pretim’ed
altemadve.

lnadequaeiez of the. common pr0~s." The prcfcrrcd al~emative docttment notes that
"There is generally broad agrecmen.ton proceeding with dae program olements for water
quality, waxer use ethel.ency, ecosystem restoration, water transfer framework, and the
watershed prepare..." However, this statement fails m recognize tha~ there is tremendous
dissatisfaction among the ~vimnmenml cornmtmi~" regarding the specifics of these
¢oamma p~’o~rams, especially the water u~: efficiem;~, ~d water qu~ity progr’~’ns, nor does
it recognize fl~at in many cases, such as the watershed program, the transfecs prograrh, and.
the levee program, these details do not even yet exist. (Our detail~cl concerns about the
ex~mmon proFam~ are. c~ntained in the July 1, 1998 comments of NRDC and of the EWC
on the CALFED DEI$/R.) Pre-eommirring to ~orage and conveyance projects based only
uu ia’,klrquzte or il!-tk;fin~l t;uuuaua IJrogt’ns~, f~ils tu ptuvid~ the prumis~d envirortmenml

The preferred alternative de ~cumem atatei that "the R.OD and Certification will contain
agre~m~at on tl~ l~vel of progratr~atie detail contained in each of the six common
program elements." This ~atemant t~ tmelea¢. W~ request tha~ CALFED revise and
this statement to reflect tha$ there will be agreement on the program details, radaer than
a~’eementabout the level of the delails.

Pressed ~xtermlon oft he Ba_y./Delta.Aec~..rd. Attaehraent A of the preferred alteamtive
documem proposes to extend’ the 1"99~� Bay/Delt~ Accorcl, *,.hec~by indertmi~ia.g water users
aF.~inst fine water supply impels of future endangered species act listings. This "assurance"
to water diverters threatens harm to endangered sp~ies protections and ~ exeeezts any
assurances provided to the environment. As members ofEWC hadie.ated a year a~o, we
therefore do not support extending the Accord in its current foma. Indeed, ~ost al! office
items listed in attacttmeat A, wlai~ h lays out "Actions and Asstaaaees for 1998-1999 Under
Existir~ Authorities" ate ~eared toward providing benefits towater user~ only ~e.~., south
of Delta grotmdwatcr storage, eavironmen~ documentation and feasibility analysis for
n~Cacc a~orago, ~ding ~or d~lta lovoca program, aouch Dolta imFrovcmem actioz~a,
wi~0ut cOrreslxmding envir0nmen~ assuages.
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Slncsr~ly,                                                     ,

..
Ronnie Ann Cohen
~¢nlor t’roj~c~ Policy Analyse

Hamilton Cand~
Ssnior Attorney
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